his own opinion on these questions. Every one of them
will vote on these questions in the way he finds necessary.
Clearly, when we discuss a new question, which was not dis-
cussed in the Council of Ministers and is raised here by some
delegate who did not take part in that Council, the four Minis-
ters have their hands free. I believe, however, that as regards
questions on which a certain opinion was agreed upon in the
four Ministers' Council, the parties to the agreed proposal
have a moral responsibility.
In any case, here is what the Soviet delegation thinks on
this point: if in the four Ministers' Council the Soviet delegate
voted for some proposal agreed with the three other Minis-
ters, then the Soviet delegate will also cast his vote for this
proposal at the Conference. This is how we understand being
consistent. A different viewpoint may have any other quality,
but it certainly cannot be called consistent.
Mr. Byrnes stated today that he supported the proposal
moved by the Canadian delegate at the Conference concern-
ing the desirability of convening the four Ministers' Council
during the worik of the Conference. This is good. I must say
that as far back as July 30, the Soviet delegation proposed to
the American delegation that agreement be reached to con-
vene the Council of the four Ministers. Our proposal was re-
jected. We were told that in the opinion of the American del-
egation the four Ministers' Council should not meet after
the Peace Conference had begun. One cannot, however, help
being surprised by the fact that when this proposal was ad-
vanced by the Soviet delegation it was found unacceptable,
but when the same proposal was moved by the Canadian del-
egation, Mr. Byrnes found it acceptable.
What then is the actual significance of the question we
are now discussing?
I would remind you .of the statement of the South Af rica-n
delegate, who said that we are discussing a matter of excep-
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